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SUMMARY

PROBLEM

Defense family housing officials felt that more in-depth information was needed
concerning the housing preferences of military families.

PURPOSE

The study was designed to obtain detailed information on housing style preferences,
housing type preferences, the potential impact of a fair market rental policy, housing satis-
faction, attitudes toward proposed housing policy changes, and the relationship of housing
to both carecer motivation and perceived quality of life.

APPROACH

A correlational model was developed which provided the general framework for
the study. A 107-item questionnaire for military personnel and an 87-item questionnaire
for spouses were mailed to a sample of military families in the continental United States
carly in 1975. A stratified cluster sample design was utilized, involving the selection of
35 bases (clusters) that were stratified by urbanization level. Each base sampled families
by paygrade group, using the annual family housing survey procedures. Usable responses
were obtained from 16,961 military personnel and 13,625 spouses and then subjected to
a variety of statistical analyses. Relevant housing research literature was also reviewed to
provide a historical frame of reference.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

INVESTIGATION OF URBANIZATION LEVEL SIMILARITIES

The hypothesis that urbanization level would affect housing attitudes and prefer-
ences was not supported by the data. There were attitudinal differences between the 35
bases, but they were not attributable to city size.

HOUSING STYLE PREFERENCES

Single family housing was by far the most preferred style. At all paygrade levels,
preference for single family housing exceeded the percentage occupying such housing. 1f
obtainable, government single family quarters or home ownership would generally be pre-
ferred over a rented single family home, probably for financial reasons.
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HOUSING TYPE PREFERENCES

Assuming single family quarters were easily obtainable, the most preferred type of
housing would be government quarters (42% of military and 50%, spouses). They would
be followed by ownership, rented houses or apartments, and mobile homes (either owned
or rented), in that order. Preference for government quarters was greater among spouses
than military personnel but was unrelated to paygrade. The data suggest that government
quarters are chosen primarily for their convenience, proximity to military families, and
low cost. Of those preferring civilian housing, the higher paygrades tended to prefer
ownership, while the lower paygrades tended to prefer renting. This is probably due to
financial considerations, as is the case with civilian families.

PREFERENCE FOR CIVILIAN COMMUNITY UNDER FAIR MARKET RENTAL

A comparison of preferences under current prices with preferences under fair
market prices indicated that approximately 25% of the military familics currently prefer-
ring government quarters were probably influenced primarily by their low cost. Even
under fair market rental, however, preferences for government quarters did not differ
significantly from the percentage currently occupying such quarters. Spouses and current
occupants of government quarters appeared to be more influenced by the cost of quarters
than the other respondents.

HOUSING SATISFACTION

Mean ratings of most aspects of housing fell between “‘neutral” and ‘“‘“mostly
satisfied.” There were few differences between military and spouse means and no strong
differences between paygrade groups, but there were some differences between housing
types. The association between housing satisfaction and perceived quality of life was the
strongest of all attitudinal variables analyzed.

ATTITUDE TOWARD PROPOSED POLICIES

Respondents were asked to rate nine different housing policy proposals on a
7-point scale ranging from “strongly opposed” (1) to “strongly in favor” (7), with a
neutral point of (4). These responses were generally similar among military personnel and
spouses, as well as among the various paygrade and urbanization groups. The only signifi-
cant exception was that enlisted respondents and their spouses were more favorable than
the officers toward the three proposed changes in housing assignment procedures. Officers
were especially opposed to mixing officer and enlisted families in the same housing areas.

The similarities among military personnel, spouses, different paygrade groups, and
different urbanization levels suggest that the following rank orders are an accurate represen-
tation of the policy preferences of military families in the continental United States. The
proposals and their mean ratings are listed below, starting with the most favored policy.
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_Mcun Rating Policy Proposal

5.5 — Continue present policy of building military family housing when
adequate civilian housing is not available.

5.4 — Vary amount of basic allowance for quarters (BAQ) based on local
housing costs.

4.9 — Lease civilian homes and apartments for military families.

4.2 — Rent military housing for same price as similar civilian housing. giving
all families BAQ.

4.] — Assign housing solely on basis of bedroom requirements.

4.1 — Assign officers and enlisted to same housing areas.

39 — Maintain existing family housing assignment procedures.

3.7 - Rent military housing for same price as similar civilian housing, giving
base pay increase instead of BAQ.

3.7 Do away with waiting list and assign housing on first-come, first-serve
basis.

RELATIONSHIP OF HOUSING TO QUALITY OF LIFE AND CAREER
INTENTION

The correlational model predicted that personal/situational factors, housing choice
behavior. and housing attitudes would all be associated with perceived quality of life and
career intention. These predictions were generally supported, except that housing choice
behavior (measured by type and style of housing occupied) was unrelated to either quality
of life or career intention. Both housing attitudes and personal/situational factors were
related to perceived quality of life and career intention—with quality of life showing the
stronger association with these variables.

These findings suggest that housing policies affect the quality of life perceived by
military families and, to a somewhat lesser extent, have an impact upon their career
motivation. Specific policy implications of the model (subject to experimental verifica-
tion) are stated below.

RECOMMENDATIONS

® To cnhance perceived quality of life, implement policies that would raise the
housing standards or income of military families (e.g., build or improve government
quarters, raise BAQ in high-cost areas, or lease civilian homes and apartments for military
families (pp. 44 and 45).

® To provide the maximum favorable impact upon career motivation, vastly
increase the quantity and quality of government quarters, without raising the price, and
do not adopt a variable BAQ policy. This policy, however, would increase the existing
cost incquities for those in civilian housing (p. 44).

® To make the maximum reduction in the present cost inequitics between civilian
housing and government quarters, adopt a fair market rental policy for government




quarters coupled with a variable BAQ policy that would raise BAQ in high-cost arcas. This
policy, however, would be expected to have a negative impact upon carcer motivation
(p. 45).

® To reduce the most severe cost inequities experienced by civilian housing occu-
pants while avoiding a negative impact upon carecer motivation, provide moderate increases
in the quantity and quality of government quarters (without raising the price) coupled
with a variable BAQ policy that would raise the BAQ in high-cost arcas (p. 44).

® To confirm the inferences drawn from the survey data, it is strongly recommended
that a pilot test be made prior to full-scale implementation of a policy change. This would
also allow testing of alternative methods for introduction of a policy change and evalua-

tion of the attitudinal and financial consequences of various policy options (pp. 12 and
45).
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INTRODUCTION

PROBLEM

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) and the four
services have relied heavily upon the annual survey of family housing requirements as a
basis for programming military family housing expenditures. This annual survey included
extensive data from local military housing officials, as well as data obtained from military
personnel in both government quarters and civilian housing at selected locations. Although
the survey was primarily concemed with such information as the type of housing occupied,
the number of bedrooms, and housing costs, it also included some attitudinal data.

Defense family housing officials felt that more in-depth information was needed concerning
housing preferences of military families and requested that the Navy conduct a detailed
study to obtain this information.

PURPOSE

The present study was designed to obtain detailed information concerning the
housing preferences of military personnel and spouses in the continental United States.
Specifically, it was concerned with answering the following questions:

® Do military families prefer single family housing or multiple family housing
(housing style preference)?

® Do military families prefer to rent, own, or live in government quarters (housing
type preference)?

® What impact would the introduction of a fair market rental system for government
quarters have upon preference for these quarters?

® How satisfied are military families with their present government or civilian
housing?

® How do military families feel about various proposed changes in housing policies?

® What is the relationship of housing to perceived quality of life and career moti-
vation among military families?

]

BACKGROUND

In 1972 the Naval Personnel Research and Development Laboratory, Washington,
D. C. conducted an opinion study of occupants of Navy and Marine Corps family quarters.
The study, sponsored by the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, was designed to
derive opinion data concerning the design and features of government quarters to aid in
improving their livability and attractiveness. Similar information was also obtained by the
Army and Air Force from occupants of their family quarters.

Subsequent to these studies, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Installations
and Logistics) tasked the Navy with the development of the present study to obtain
housing preference data from occupants of both government and civilian family housing




in all four services. This study was to be concerned with housing type, style, and cost
preferences rather than the specific housing features of interest in the 1972 studies. It
was expected to serve as a basis for Defense family housing officials’ recommendations to
the Quadrennial Pay Review Board of 1975 concerning housing and related compensation
policies.

During the developmental phase of the study, a joint Department of Defense (DoD)/
Office of Management and Budget task force was convened to review military housing
programs and related policies. The housing preference study then became a part of the
broader review of DoD housing programs and policies. Consequently, the direction of
inquiry, the sampling design, and the project schedule were developed in a manner con-
sistent with the task force’s objectives.




APPROACH

DESCRIPTION OF MODEL AND STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES

The findings of previous housing studies were integrated with concepts of psychol-
ogical theory to develop the model shown in Figure 1. This model was used for both the
military and spouse data analysis. Since career retention and improvement in the quality
of military life are both important DoD goals, both of these variables were investigated in
relation to housing variables. As shown in Figure I, the housing variables were divided
into three categorics: (1) personal/situational factors, (2) housing choice behavior, and
(3) housing attitudes.

The principal hypothesis of the model was that personal/situational factors, hous-
ing choice behavior, and housing attitudes would all contribute to the explanation of in-
dividual differences in (1) career intention (or, for spouses, favorability toward a military
career for their partner), and (2) perceived quality of life for both military personnel
and spouses. No prior expectations were held as to the strength of these relationships
or the particular variables that would be the most useful in predicting either career in-
tention or quality of life.

PERSONAL/SITUATIONAL FACTORS

HOUSING CHOICE BEHAVIOR > QUALITY OF LIFE
; T t

HOUSING ATTITUDES

[

PERSONAL/SITUATIONAL FACTORS

' :

HOUSING CHOICE BEHAVIOR — e CAREER INTENTION/
FAVORABILITY TO CAREER

' r

> HOUSING ATTITUDES

Figure 1. Family Housing Preference Survey Correlational Model. Arrows indicate hy-
pothesized nature and direction of relationship.




{t was further hypothesized that:

® Both housing choice behavior and personal/situational factors would be corre-
lated with housing attitudes. Housing type, paygrade, and urbanization level were partic-
ularly expected to be associated with housing attitudes.

e Career intention and perceived quality of life would be correlated.

® The various housing attitude variables would be intercorrelated.

DESCRIPTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES AND SCALES USED IN THE STUDY

Development of the questionnaires involved a review of relevant literature,
unstructured interviews with military personnel and Navy spouses, and discussions with
family housing officials from DoD and the four services. After the questionnaires were
developed, further conferences were held with family housing and survey rescarch officials
to ensure accuracy and lack of bias in the items. The final questionnaires reflect the
results of these efforts plus several pretests. These pretests served to ensurc that the
questions were understandable and meaningful and that the instructions for seclf-adminis-
tration of the survey and use of the answer sheet were easily understood and followed.
All individuals pretested were able to complete their questionnaire within 45 minutes.

The package of materials was mailed to each military family in the sample,
addressed to the military member at his duty station. A cover letter from the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Housing) introduced the questionnaires,
explained the purpose of the survey, and requested the cooperation of the military
selectees and their spouses. Two different questionnaire forms, one for the military
member and one for the spouse, and two identical optical-scanning answer sheets were
included with the letter. Selectees and their spouses were each requested to complete
the appropriate questionnaire independently. To facilitate processing of their responses,
they were requested to record the selectee’s social security number on both answer sheets.
They were assured that all responses would be confidential and would be used for research
purposes only. A copy of the cover letter, the questionnairec and instructions for military
personnel, the spouse’s questionnaire and instructions, and the answer sheet are included
in Appendix A.

The two questionnaires were both multiple-<choice forms, a 107-item form for
military personnel and an 87-item form for their spouses. The primary difference between
the two was that, to avoid duplication, certain background items on the military form
were not repeated on the spouse form. The attitudinal items were, with few exceptions,
identical in both forms. Most of the attitudinal scales were of four basic types:

® A 7-point satisfaction scale used for rating various types of housing (5 items),
various housing characteristics (24 items), and quality of life (10 items based upon the
work of Andrews and Withey, 1974).

® A 7-point importance scale used for rating various military benefits and facili-
ties (7 items) and various housing characteristics (15 items).

® A 7-point favorability scale used for rating housing policy proposals which had
been suggested in previous housing studies (9 items).




® Five alternatives that were scaled for use in indicating preference for civilian
housing vs. government quarters.

An important phase in the study involved the recoding of single items to reflect
some underlying dimension and the construction of multi-item scales to provide greater
measurement reliability. Most of the variables were constructed on an a priori basis. A
few of the multi-item scales were contingent upon satisfactory item intercorrelations or
response distributions. Where these statistics were required, they were obtained for the
military and spouse data separately. In some cases, the data suggested different variable
scalings for military and spouse data (see Appendix B for details).

The variables used to investigate the model and hypotheses for both military
respondents and spouses are listed in Table |. Variable names such as housing satisfaction
or preference for civilian community would reflect one end of the scale, while the opposite
characteristic would be at the other end, such as housing dissatisfaction or preference for
military community. Although housing choice behavior variables and many of the personal/
situational variables were obtained only from military respondents, they were used in both
the military and spouse data analyses. Military respondents were also queried concerning
their career intention, while spouses were asked instead whether they favored a military
career for their partner. Housing attitudes and quality of life data were obtained from
both military and spouse respondents.

A number of other items were also included in the survey but were not used in
investigation of the hypotheses and model. These items, which appear in Appendixes
A and C (Item Response Data), were used to obtain descriptive information such as the
incidence of ownership of houses and mobile homes, sources of home financing, reasons
for being on a waiting list for military housing, and other topics of interest to family
housing officials.

SAMPLING STRATEGY

The sample was designed to represent the married military permanent-party popu-
lation of the Continental United States (CONUS). To provide for analysis of the results
by several different groupings simultancously, it was determined that responses would be
required from 15,000 military families to achieve the desired level of sampling precision.
A total of approximately 34,000 families were selected to ensure that the desired number
of responses were received within the relatively short time available for the data collection.

Recognizing that an opportunity existed to compare the annual housing survey
with the present survey, it was decided to conduct this survey in conjunction with the
annual survey wherever practicable. Since the annual survey produces a sample that is
stratified by paygrade group at the individual base level, it was decided to use a two-stage
sampling strategy involving sampling of bases and paygrade groups at the chosen bases.

The first stage was a cluster sampling with the selection of bases in CONUS. A
total of 35 bases was selected (from all four services combined) in order to provide the
appropriate number and distribution of selectees. To aid in the accomplishment of this
stage, each of the services provided a list of all their bases in CONUS, along with current
estimates of both the married, permanent-party force and the population size of the
surrounding area at each base.




Table 1
Variables Uscd in Investigation of Model and Hypotheses

Personal/Situational Factors:

Paygrade (grouped)

Number of dependents

Urbanization

Civilian housing cost

Family’s total income

Number of times in military housing
Relative income (within paygrade)*
Length of marriage

Housing Choice Behavior:

Present housing type (military, civilian rental, or personally owned)
Present housing style (single-family, duplex, apartment, etc.)

Housing Attitude:

Preference for civilian community

Housing type preference

Housing style preference

Equity of present housing costs

Housing satisfaction (present housing)*
Importance in preference for civilian community*

Career Intention/Favorability:

Career intention
Favorability toward military career

Quality of Life:*

Note. Multiple-item scales are designated by *. All others are based
on a single item. A comprehensive description of all measures
appears in Appendix B.




Bases were stratified by urbanization according to the following criteria:

Urbanization Level Population in
_L,cw_el__ Name Surrounding Area
Rural Up to 50,000
2 Urban 50,000 up to 200,000
Metropolitan 200,000 or more

Although the population of military families is concentrated most heavily in the *“‘metro-
politan” areas of 200,000 or more, it was desired to have equal sample sizes from each of
the three urbanization levels to permit separate analysis of each level.

Within the urbanization strata, each base was given a probability of selection
proportionate to the size of its married, permanent-party force. Finally, bases in each
stratum were selected randomly,! without replacement, with the restriction that the Army,
Air Force, and combined Navy/Marine Corps samples each would be represented in the
stratum with approximately the same selection size as in the DoD population. In other
words, if the Army, married, permanent-party population in urban arcas was 42% of the
DoD population in urban areas, urban Army bases were randomly selected until the
estimated number of Army selectees equalled approximately 42% of total urban selectees.

The second stage of selection, the level at which individuals were selected, was a
stratified sample selected by each service individually according to those techniques
normally employed in the Annual Family Housing Survey.? This was accomplished pri-
marily by using the Sampling Method Survey (SAMS) technique (developed in 1967 by
Battelle Institute under contract to the Navy) to draw a sample stratified by paygrade at
each base. Each service determined the number of selectees required for each paygrade
group at each base, according to the SAMS criteria for sampling reliability. Each service
then drew the sample needed to meet these requirements. The required number of
selectees depended upon both paygrade level and base size, and ranged from 100% of the
smallest paygrade group (0-6) and base (Quonset Point/Davisville) to approximately 200
selectees in the largest paygrade groups at the largest bases.

The paygrade groupings were as follows:

Paygrade Group Number

E-1-E-3

E4-E-6

E-7-E-9

0-1-0-3, W-1-W4
04-0-5

0-6

NN s W —

! For administrative reasons, Quantico, a Marine base in an urban area, was eliminated from the study and
Quonset Point/Davisville, an urban Navy base, was substituted. This is the only aspect of the sample-
selection process known to deviate from the random-selection procedure described above.

2The only deviation from the annual survey sample was that paygrades 0-7 and above were excluded from
this survey.




Since these sampling procedures resulted in different sampling ratios for each pay-
grade group and urbanization level, it was necessary to weight the responses received to
achieve a more accurate representation of the population. The result of the weighting
is a sample reflecting 3% of the target population (based upon the population estimates
furnished by each of the services). See Appendix D for further discussion of the sample
and weighting factors.

SAMPLING ERROR OF REPORTED PERCENTAGES AND MEANS

The sampling error of reported means and percentages is expressed in terms of
confidence intervals. The confidence intervals were computed on unweighted sample
sizes using formulas applicable to samples consisting of unequal sized clusters (the 35
military bases). These formulas and computations are discussed in Appendix D. Sampling
error of a percentage or mean refers to the degree to which a percentage or mean ob-
tained in a sample reflects the percentage or mean that would be obtained if the entire
target population were surveyed. When the entire population is surveyed, there is no
sampling error, although measurement errors may be present.

The maximum confidence interval for percentages which are based on the total
military or spouse sample is £6% at the 95% level of confidence. This means that there
is at least a 95% chance that the percentage which would be obtained if the entire popu-
lation were surveyed would be no more than 6% below or above the sample percentage.
For example, 50% of the spouses indicated a preference for government quarters under
current pricing policies. Thus, the chances are 95 in 100 that the obtained percentage
would fall between 44 and 56% if the entire target population of spouses were surveyed.
The confidence interval is greatest for percentages near 50% and smallest for percentages
near 0 or 100%.

If two percentages that are based upon the total military or spouse sample differ
by more than 8%, the difference can be considered statistically significant (p <.05).
That is, the chances are less than 5 in 100 of obtaining a difference this large in the
sample when in fact there is no difference in the population. Or, in other words, the
chances are greater than 95 in 100 that a difference would be found if the entire target
population were surveyed. Percentages that differ by 8% or less are not considered a
statistically significant difference under the criteria used in this study (Appendix D).
This indicates that one cannot be as certain of finding a difference in the target popula-
tion when the sample percentages differ by 8% or less, although it is still possible that a
difference would be found if the entire target population were surveyed.

It should be noted that when the military and spouse samples are subdivided on
the basis of paygrade, housing type, or any other variable(s), both the confidence interval
and the differences necessary for statistical significance will be likely to increase. Thus,
if a difference of more than 8% is based on the total military sample, it is more likely to
represent a real difference than if it is based only upon a subgroup such as military
respondents living in government quarters.

Similar principles apply to the confidence interval for the reported means, except
that the more conservative 99% level of confidence was employed for the means. Using
the largest sampling error for means based on the total military or spouse sample, the
99% confidence interval for means is +.102. This indicates that the chances are at least




99 in 100 that a reported mean of 4.000 reflects a population mean between 3.898 and
4.102. If two sample means differ by more than .144, the difference can be considered
statistically significant (p <.01) when these means are based on the total military or
spouse sample. However, if the sample is subdivided into paygrade groups, housing type
categories, etc., both the confidence interval and the difference necessary for statistical
significance would be greater than for means based on the total military or spouse sample.

DATA COLLECTION

The survey materials (see Appendix A) and instructions for conducting the survey
were sent to the housing officials of the 35 bases selected for participation. These
officials, in turn, collated the materials with those of the annual housing survey and dis-
tributed a packet to the individuals indicated on the selectee list. Selectees were requested
to complete the military questionnaire, to have their spouse complete the spouse ques-
tionnaire, and to return the answer sheets (along with the annual housing survey form)
to their local housing office. The housing officials then removed the annual survey form
from the envelope and sent the remaining materials to the Navy Personnel Research and
Development Center (NAVPERSRANDCEN) in San Diego, California.®> Upon receipt of
the materials in San Diego, they were turned over to a private contractor to perform a
manual edit prior to machine processing. After completion of the manual edit, the answer
sheets were optically scanned and a computer edit was conducted. The purpose of these
various edits was to ensure that (1) out-of-range and inconsistent responses were elimin-
ated, (2) military respondents who were not accompanied by a spouse or dependents
were removed from the sample, and (3) spouse answer sheets could be matched with
their military partner’s answer sheet to obtain certain background information. A com-
parison of the final military and spouse samples showed that, despite the smaller size of
the spouse sample, it did not generally differ significantly from the military sample in
terms of demographic characteristics. An accounting of the various edits and the response
rate is presented in Table 2.4

3The exception here is that the Air Force sent the two surveys out separately to the same individuals
rather than in the same packet and performed a manual edit prior to mailing the materials to
NAVPERSRANDCEN,

4The 16,961 usable military responses and 13,625 usable spouse responses were subsequently multiplied by
appropriate weighting factors to obtain a sample representing 3% of the target population of military
families. This resulted in a weighted military sample of 22,263 and a weighted spouse sample of 22,147,




Table 2
Comparison of Selectees with Responses

Item Military Spouse

Total Selectees 34,431 34431

Unusable Responses

Eliminated by manual edit* 258 198
Eliminated by computer edit* 208 234
Not with spouse/dependents 1,585 =
No matching military form - 1,791
Subtotal, unusable responses 2,051 2,223
Usable Responses 16,961 13,625
Total Responses 19,012 15,848
Response Rate 55% 46%

(Total selectees ~ total responses)

*Edits served to eliminate those answer sheets containing inconsistencies that
would invalidate the response or preclude useful analysis of the data.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS

In the present study, individuals rated themselves on the scales that were used to
represent various attitudinal dimensions. It is assumed that the individual differences
reflected in these self-reports represent true differences between individuals (within the
tolerance of some error of measurement). The results are presented and discussed under
various topic headings (the criterion variables) in the Results and Discussion Section of the
report. The Results portion is limited strictly to describing the data and the results of sta-
tistical analyses. Specifically, it describes some of the individual differences in attitudes
and some of the highlights of responses from the total military and total spouse samples.
The Discussion portion offers an interpretation of the results and draws inferences from the
data.

Both the military and the spouse responses were cross-tabulated by the military
person’s paygrade group and the type of housing occupied. Unless otherwise specified, the
paygrade groupings in this first portion of the analyses approximate the following military
family housing construction programming groups: (1) E-1 through E-3, (2) E-4 through E-9,
and (3) officer, which includes paygrades W-1 through W-4 and 0-1 through 0-6.° The term
“housing type” is used herein to refer to the general categories of government quarters,
rented civilian housing, and personally owned housing. Mobile homes are treated as a sep-
arate type of housing. They are generally omitted when responses are broken down by

5In family housing programming, the 0-7 through 0-10 paygrades are also included in the officer group, but
they were not a part of this study.




housing type, due to the relatively small proportion of respondents living in mobile homes
(11%). The term “housing style” is used to denote distinctions between single family, duplex,
townhouse, and apartment housing within each of the categories discussed above,

In addition to reporting the individual differences that were found in the cross-
tabulations, a correlational approach was employed. This allows statements to be made
about the degree of association between two variables. The correlation coefficient used here
(Pearson r) ranges in value from -1.00 to +1.00. A value of +1.00 indicates a perfect positive
association (both variables increasing together), while a value of -1.00 indicates a perfect
negative association (as one variable increases, the other decreases). A value of 0.00 indi-
cates that the variables are not associated at all.®

However, a variable that is unassociated, in a correlational sense, with a second
variable must not be considered unimportant based on this information alone. It is possi-
ble, for example, that most respondents chose the same response alternative for one of
the variables. While this may preclude finding a significant correlation with other variables,
the fact that the majority of respondents chose that alternative is certainly worth noting
in itself.

Under each topic heading (e.g., Housing Style Preferences), the statistically signi-
ficant correlates of the criterion variable are presented in order, ranging from the one that
was most highly correlated with the criterion to the one showing the lowest correlation.
All of the statistically significant correlations (Pearson r’s) are shown in Appendix E.

Throughout this report the following terms will denote a correlation of the magni-
tude indicated:’

No association .00 — .210
Slight 211 - .39
Moderate 40 — .59
Strong .60 - .79
Extremely high .80 — 1.00

Blalock (1960) points out that most correlations in the social sciences are considerably less
than .7. Correlations in the “slight” and “moderate’ ranges are typical of social research.
Although many variables may be correlated with a particular criterion variable, a
few may be essentially as useful as a larger number in terms of accounting for individual
differences on the criterion variable. Stepwise multiple regression analyses were per-
formed to identify the combination of variables that would best account for these indivi-
dual differences on the criterion variable. The results of these analyses are described
under the various topic headings immediately below the listing of correlations. Any
variable included in the multiple regression equation had to meet the dual requirements
of (1) producing a significant increase (at the .01 level) in the multiple correlation (R) and
(2) an 5% change of .01 or greater, indicating that the addition of this variable accounted
for at least an additional 1% of the total individual differences on the criterion variable.

6Since Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were employed, only linear relationships are
implied here. Other measures are necessary to describe nonlinear relationships.

"Correlations of greater magnitude than .210 are significant at the .01 level. See Appendix D for a descrip-
tion of the significance tests utilized in this report.




In some instances, the multiple regression analysis indicated that one single variable was
virtually as effective as a combination of variables. In other words, after that one variable
was selected, no other variables were able to produce a significant increase in the multiple
R and also account for an additional 1% of the individual differences on the criterion.

The Discussion portion follows the description of the multiple regression analysis.
In both the Discussion and the subsequent Conclusions and Recommendations, it is im-
portant to note that while a relationship between variables is necessary, it does not in
itself constitute causality. Whether changes in a particular variable actually cause changes
in a related variable can best be determined by an experimental approach. Any causal
inferences in the report are subject to verification by experimental methods.

It is also important to note that the relationship between expressed attitudes and
future behavior is less than perfect. For example, the best estimation of potential
behavior under a new policy would be obtained by actually implementing the new policy
on an experimental basis and observing the results. However, it is often impractical to
conduct such an experiment without first obtaining an indication of the probable result.
This is especially true if several different policies are being considered for implementation.
The attitude data presented in this report thus constitute the best available estimate of
the way in which military families would react to the potential policy changes.

LITERATURE REVIEW

HOUSING PREFERENCE (GENERAL)

The influence of prior experience upon housing choices is discussed by Butler,
Chapin, Hemmens, Kaiser, Stegman, and Weiss (1969). They found that prior occupancy
of larger or more expensive housing would increase the likelihood of living in such
housing in the future (and vice versa), and that renters were more likely than owners to
rent their future housing.

The role of social class identification in relation to housing choices and aspirations
was explored in depth by a recent study of the Boston and Kansas City metropolitan
areas (Birch, Atkinson, Clay, Coleman, Frieden, Friedlaender, Parsons, Rainwater, &
Teplitz, 1973). The authors found that housing preferences and goals were primarily a
function of social class, as defined by distinct complexes of occupation, cultural values,
income, and type and level of education. The share of income devoted to housing was
influenced by the household’s relative income within its social class, with the proportional
expenditure on housing decreasing as relative income within the social class increases.

A 1969 nationwide study of moving behavior and residential choice in metropoli-
tan areas (Butler et al., 1969) indicated some of the compromises experienced by families
in these areas. They chose a less desirable dwelling or less accessible location in order to
live in a better neighborhood, paid higher taxes to live in an area with better schools, and
emphasized inside appearance more than outside appearance.

HOUSING STYLE PREFERENCES

The ‘““American Dream™ of owning a single family home has prevailed for a num-
ber of years. Studies of both military and civilian populations have repeatedly documented
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this preference (for example, see “The Future of Cities,” 1953; Toban & Showalter, 1965;
“Family Housing,” 1966; “Report On Preferences,” 1967). However, Sternlieb (1974)
contends that there is increasing evidence indicating that urban families at the blue collar
income level will be increasingly forced to accept multifamily housing as a permanent
situation rather than as a phase in their life cycle. If his prediction is correct, the military
family at comparable income levels may be required to reduce its level of housing aspira-
tion in a similar fashion.

Schafer (1974) investigated the factors associated with propensity to occupy
multifamily housing in large metropolitan areas (500,000 or more). He found that life-
cycle stage was the most meaningful variable, with income and location of workplace
also showing some relationship. In metropolitan areas of one million or more, educational
level also was related to choice of multifamily housing.

HOUSING TYPE PREFERENCES

The decision to rent or buy was investigated for urban areas by Struyk and Marshall
(1973) in the development of the Urban Institute Housing Model. They found that family
type (analogous to Schafer’s life-cycle stage), race, and income were all related to the
propensity to buy housing. However, mean income level, housing stock characteristics,
and size of the housing market in a given metropolitan area were also significantly related
to the level of income necessary for the average household to buy housing.

Military families have a unique housing option not available to their civilian
counterparts — to live in government quarters and forfeit only the amount of their
housing allowance. Two recent surveys indicate that the “subsidy” to occupants of gov-
ernment quarters is the primary influence for about 20 to 27% of the respondents who
express a preference for government quarters (‘A Survey of Military,” 1973; Knight,
Neathammer, Pfeister, & Dinnat, 1973).

In two previous surveys of married military personnel, favorability toward living
in government quarters generally tended to increase as paygrade increased (“Family
Housing,” 1966; Dupuy, 1965). Consistent with these paygrade differences, families who
prefer military housing seem to hold somewhat different values and priorities from those
preferring civilian housing. <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>